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CONCERNING SCOPE OF
PROCEEDING

APS appreciates the opportunity to provide its Comments regarding the proper

scope of the recently-ordered Grid Access Charge Reset Proceeding. Paragraph 164 of
+ Decision No. 75251 provided clear direction regarding the appropriate scope, stating
that this proceeding “can establish the cost of service and the existence of and size of the
alleged cost shift and determine to what extent the LFCR adjustor should be reset.”
Accordingly, the Grid Access Charge Reset Proceeding should focus on, be limited to,

1 and resolve the following issues:

e The cost to serve customers with DG;
o The existence and size of the cost shift; and, as a result,

¢ The extent to which the Grid Access Charge should be reset.

| By setting these pafameters for the proceeding, and focusing the parties on presenting

- evidence about these issues, the Commission will provide the structure needed to ensure
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that the Grid Access Charge Reset Proceeding is conducted and concluded in a manner
that addresses the primary concern raised during the August 18, 2015 Open Meeting:
how to have an efficient and timely hearing that concludes before APS’s next rate case.
To further assist in the efficient conduct of the Grid Access Charge Reset Proceeding,
APS attaches to these Comments a proposed procedural schedule that would result in a
decision, resolving the issues identified above, in early 2016 and before APS files its
next rate case.

The discussion that took place during the August 18, 2015 Open Meeting
provides additional information regarding the proceeding, and specifically, what is NOT
included in the scope of the proceeding. It is clear from the August 18 discussion that
this Grid Access Charge Reset Proceeding is not a rate case. Consequently, discovery,
evidence, and testimony regarding (i) the value of APS’s entire rate base; (ii) detailed
cost of capital information; (iii) audited financial statements; (iv) a detailed inquiry into
the cost to serve all APS customers; and (v) proposed revenue levels based on that cost
of service study, are unnecessary to resolve the issues identified above and assess
whether to reset the Grid Access Charge. These categories of information appear in
A.A.C. R14-2-103 and are required in the course of a rate case. As such, they concern
APS’s entire business enterprise, and it would be inappropriate to include them in this
hearing because they are beyond the scope of the Grid Access Charge Reset Proceeding.

The Grid Access Charge Reset Proceeding does not require evaluating APS’s
entire business enterprise. It is a revenue neutral adjustment, is designed only to mitigate
the cost shift impacts of residential customers who might install solar after a
Commission decision in this proceeding, and is an interim solution while a broader rate
design solution can be crafted in APS’s next rate case. Decision No. 75251
contemplated that this proceeding would commence and conclude before APS’s rate
case, and only examine “the issue of resetting the [Grid Access Charge] mechanism.” It
is clear from Decision No. 75251 that this proceeding is not a rate case. APS believes

that clear direction from the Commission on this issue—that this proceeding does not
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include the broad categories of information addressed in A.A.C. R14-2-103—will
facilitate an efficient proceeding, and permit a thoughtful “examination of an interim
solution in an evidentiary hearing.”'

In addition, it does not appear that the Commission intended this hearing to be an
inquiry into the value of solar. Multiple amendments were offered that would have
involved assessing the value of solar in connection with this proceeding. The
Commission declined to adopt any of those amendments, and instead invited a value of
solar discussion in a manner that could include all electric utilities and all technology
types. APS believes that the value of solar can be an important part of any resource
planning discussion, and looks forward to discussing the topic further. But to include the
value of solar in this Grid Access Charge Reset Proceeding Woﬁld introduce what are
fundamentally resource planning concepts into an otherwise narrow proceeding that is
solely about the revenue-neutral Grid Access Charge. Doing so would needlessly
prolong the proceeding, and ultimately risk achieving the Commission’s objective of
considering an interim solution to the cost shift before APS’s rate case. APS believes
that Commission direction regarding the value of solar, and specifically, whether and the
extent to which rooftop solar might provide long-term value as a resource, is not within
the scope of this proceeding.

Finally, the need for an orderly and efficient hearing may warrant establishing
classes of interested parties as provided for under the Commission’s rules. A.A.C. R14-
3-105(C) establishes a mechanism for an Administrative Law Judge to group like-

minded intervenors into one or more classes of interested persons:

“[w]hen two or more interested persons under this rule have substantially
like interests and positions, the presiding officer may declare them a class
of interested persons for purposes of the hearing. The members of the class
shall designate to be spokesman for the class one of their number, or his
attorney, or such greater of their number, or attorneys, as the presiding
officer shall determine.”

! Decision No. 75251 at P 164.
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Establishing a group of interested intervenors ensures that each party’s perspective is
heard, but also avoids unnecessary duplication of discovery, testimony, and cross
examination. APS believes that the number of parties, and the substantially identical
positions of several parties, may warrant reviewing the benefits of establishing a class of
intervenors. Currently, numerous parties appear to have identical substantive positions in
this proceeding, including TASC, Sunrun, SEIA, AriSEIA, WRA, and IREC. In light of
concerns raised about efficiency, concerns raised by some of these same parties, APS
urges that creating a class of interested .persons under A.A.C. R14-3-105(C) be
considered both during the initial procedural conference and throughout the proceeding,
as necessary.

APS believes that further direction from the Commission on the parameters of
this hearing is critical. During the deliberations on Decision No. 75251, there was much
discussion about efficiency and duplication of efforts. The best way to avoid an
inefficient proceeding is to clarify what is in scope, but also specifically clarify what is
outside of scope. This will provide parties with guidance in preparing testimony and
requesting discovery, and generally assist in the orderly administration of the hearing

and a timely resolution of the issues identified above.

RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED this 4th day of September, 2015.

By: (V\M(T\W Jcm

Thomas A. Loquvam

Attorney for Arizona Public Service Company

ORIGINAL and thirteen (13) copies
of the foregoing filed this 4th day of
September, 2015, with:

Docket Control

ARIZONA CORPORATION COMMISSION
1200 West Washington Street

Phoenix, Arizona 85007
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COPY of the foregoing mailed/delivered this
4th day of September, 2015 to:

Janice Alward

Legal Division

Arnizona Corporation Commission
1200 W. Washington

Phoenix, AZ 85007

Bradley S. Carroll

Tucson Electric Power Company
88 East Broadway Blvd.

Mail Stop HQE910

P.O. Box 711

Tucson, AZ 85702

Dwight Nodes

Administrative Law Judge
Arizona Corporation Commission
1200 W. Washington

Phoenix, AZ 85007

Albert Gervenack
14751 W. Buttonwood Drive
Sun City West, AZ 85375

Hugh Hallman

Attorney for TASC
Hallman & Affiliates, PC
2011 N. Campo Alegre Rd.
Suite 100

Tempe, AZ 85281

Garry D. Hays

Attorney for ASDA

Law Offices of Garry D. Hays, PC
1702 E. Highland Avenue, Suite 204
Phoenix, AZ 85016

Mark Holohan

Chairman

AriSEIA

2221 W. Lone Cactus Drive, Suite 2
Phoenix, AZ 85027

David Berry

Western Resource Advocates
P.O. Box 1064

Scottsdale, AZ 85252-1064

Giancarlo G. Estrada
Attorney for IREC
Estrada-Legal, PC

3030 N. 3" Street, Suite 770
Phoenix, AZ 85012

Kevin T. Fox

Keyes, }Fox & Wiedman, LLP
436 14" Street, Suite 1305
Oakland, CA 94612

Todd G. Glass

Keene M. O’Connor

Attorneys

Wilson, Sonsini Goodrich & Rosati, P.C.
701 Fifth Ave., Suite 5100

Seattle, WA 98104

W.R. Hansen

President of PORA

Sun City West Property Owners
13815 W. Camino del Sol

Sun City West, AZ 85375

Timothy Hogan

Attorney for WRA

Arizona Center for Law in the Public
Interest

202 E. McDowell Road, Suite 153
Phoenix, AZ 85004

Patty Thle
304 E. Cedar Mill Road
Starvalley, AZ 85541
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Lewis M. Levenson
1308 E. Cedar Lane
Payson, AZ 85541

Thomas Broderick, Director
Utilities Division

Arizona Corporation Commission
1200 W. Washington Street
Phoenix, AZ 85007

Greg Patterson

Attorney for Arizona Competitive
Power Alliance

Munger Chadwick

2398 E. Camelback Road, Suite 240
Phoenix, AZ 85016

Court S. Rich

Attorney for SEIA

Rose Law Group pc

7144 East Stetson Drive, Suite 300
Scottsdale, AZ 85251

John Wallace

Grand Canyon State Electric
Cooperative Association, Inc.
2210 S. Priest Drive

Tempe, AZ 85282

Gary Yaquinto, President & CEO
Arizona Investment Council
2100 North Central Avenue
Phoenix, AZ 85004

William Mundell
8333 North Mockingbird Lane
Paradise Valley, AZ 85253

Anne Smart

Alliance for Solar Choice

45 Fremont Street, 32nd Floor
San Francisco, CA 94105

Tim Lindl

Kevin Fox

Attorneys

Keyes, Fox & Wiedman LLP
436 14th Street, Suite 1305
Oakland, CA 94612

Michael W. Patten

Attorney for TEP and UNS Electric
SNELL & WILMER L.L.P.

One Arizona Center

400 E. Van Buren Street, Suite 1900
Phoenix, AZ 85004-2202

Daniel Pozefsky

Chief Counsel

RUCO

1110 W. Washington, Suite 220
Phoenix, AZ 85007

Erica Schroeder

Attorney

Keyes, Fox & Weidman, LLP
436 14th Street, Suite 1305
Oakland, CA 94612

Meghan H. Grabel

Osborn Maledon, P.A.
2929 North Central Avenue
Phoenix, AZ 85012

Renz Jennipgs
6413 S. 26" Street
Phoenix, AZ 85042

M. Ryan Hurley

Attorney for Sunrun, Inc.

Rose Law Group pc

7144 E. Stetson Drive, Suite 300
Scottsdale, AZ 85251

Kristen Mayeg
3030 North 3" Street, Suite 200
Phoenix, AZ 85012
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EXHIBIT 1
Page 1 of 1

Proposed Procedural Schedule
APS Motion to Reset Grid Access Charge

Procedural Conference Monday, September 14, 2015
Motions to Intervene deadline Friday, September 18, 2015

APS Direct Testimony including COSS Friday, October 2, 2015

Staff and Intervenor Direct Testimony Monday, November 9, 2015

Last Day to Serve Discovery Friday, November 20, 2015

APS Rebutfal Testimony Friday, November 20, 2015
Pre-hearing Procedural Conference Friday, November 20, 2015
(includes any objections to pre-filed testimony)

Hearing November 30 — December 4, 2015
(Staff and Intervenor Surrebuttal given orally at hearing)

Initial Post-Hearing Briefs Friday, December 18, 2015 | ‘
Reply Post-Hearing Briefs Friday, January 8, 2016
Recommended Order | On or before February 19, 2016
Exceptions to ROO : February 29, 2016

Open Meeting March 2016

Rate Effective Date April 1, 2016 -




